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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 12 
November 2009 has been entered. 

2. Claims 1,12 and 23 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1-23 are currently pending in Application 10/559782. 



Response to Arguments 
4. Applicant's arguments regarding the definition of the term "service" in 
respect to the previously raised claim objection have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. The claim rejection is withdrawn. 

Applicant states that "services... are functions done by a service for a client, 
where the services are installed on a second device..." Applicant's definition of 
"services" is circular ("services are functions done by a service") as well as both 
internally ("services are functions" vs. "services are installed") and externally 
inconsistent. 

However, Applicant's cited examples ("Symbian Connect Remote Filing System", 
"syncML" initiation service, etc.) make it clear that a service is a software product, which 
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may installed on one or more servers for one or more organizations in order to provide a 
particular set of functions (e.g., for a client). As such, Examiner will consider this 
software product definition as being "on the record." 

5. Applicant's arguments regarding the 35 USC 103(a) rejections of claims 1- 
23 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the IBM document does not disclose a naming convention. More 
specifically, Applicant argues that "the name is only unique within a particular execution 
domain and doesn't serve to uniquely identify a service as recited in claim 1 ." 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with Applicant's interpretation of the reference in 
view of the claim language. That the service name is unique, albeit within a particular 
domain, and specifies the vendor (per the Java naming convention, as admitted by 
Applicant) is sufficient to meet the claim limitation that the service name "uniquely 
identifies the service itself and uniquely identifies the service as a service from a 
particular vendor". 

6. Applicant's arguments regarding the 35 USC 103(a) rejections of claims 1- 
23 with regard to the Bernardin reference have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. The previous rejection is withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Paul Wydra et al. 
(US 6598067 B1, hereinafter Wydra). 
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Applicant argues that Bernardin does not teach that the service broker starts up the 
service. More specifically, Applicant argues that Bernardin does not disclose "telling the 
client how to access the service". 

Examiner agrees with Applicant. However, Wydra teaches both that the service 
broker (as part of the "Application Server Framework" or "listener") starts up a service if 
necessary [Wydra: Column 6 Lines 1-6] and that the service broker tells the client how 
to access the service (by means of a "handle") [Wydra: Column 10 Lines 23-28]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 4-7, 10-13, 15-18 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Paul Wydra et al. (US 6598067 B1, hereinafter Wydra) 
in view of IBM TDB {Remote propagation of Activity Service customized 
properties/Customization of Activity Service use of Property Groups, hereinafter 
IBM). 

Regarding claims 1,12 and 23, Wydra teaches a method of and device for enabling a 
client, running on a first computing device that is connected to a second computing 
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device, to use a service on that second computing device [Wydra: Abstract and Figure 
1 ], said service being provided by a corresponding socket server using the TCP/IP 
protocol suite [Wydra: Column 1 Line 43, implicit in Wydra's example application server 
of IBM WebSphere], comprising the steps of: 

(a) a service, installed on the second computing device, registering with a service 
broker ["Application Server Framework (ASF)"] on that second computing device 
[Wydra: Column 5 Lines 22-23, "a list of application servers and the jobs that are 
executable thereon"]; 

and (b) the client sending a message to the service broker specifying the service 
[Wydra: Column 5 Lines 35-36, "client requests"]; 

and (c) the service broker providing a connection point address of the service to 
the client [Wydra: Column 10 Lines 23-28, "handle"]; 

wherein the specification of the service does not include specifying the 
connection point address of that service, to enable the service broker to start up the 
service without the risk of a clash [Wydra: Column 10 Lines 23-28, "alleviating the client 
computer of having to be aware of where the requested service is running"]. 

Wydra does not explicitly disclose that the service is specified via a published 
name or that said published name of the service conforms to a structured naming 
convention that both uniquely identifies the service itself and uniquely identifies the 
service as a service from a particular vendor. 
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However, IBM teaches that the published name of the service conforms to a 
structured naming convention that uniquely identifies the service itself and uniquely 
identifies the service as a service from a particular vendor [IBM: Page 2, "The Solution"]. 

Wydra and IBM are analogous art in the same field of endeavor as both deal with 
network service registrars. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the naming scheme of IBM for 
service identification in the system of Wydra. One of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to modify the system of Wydra with the naming scheme of IBM because 
in doing so, the system would allow for identification with greater meaning and 
uniqueness [IBM: Page 3, "The Solution"]. 

Examiner's Note: Although Wydra uses the term "service broker" to refer to the 
client-side component of the ASF, the Instant Application's use of the term corresponds 
to the server-side components of the ASF (notably the "listener" and "connection 
controller"). 

Regarding claims 2 and 13, the combination of Wydra and IBM (hereinafter Wydra-IBM) 
teaches that the structured naming convention uses reversed domain information [IBM: 
Page 3, "The Solution"]. 

Regarding claims 4 and 15, Wydra-IBM teaches that the service obtains a connection 
point and informs the service broker of the connection point address and the service 
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broker then informs the client of the connection point address [Wydra: Column 1 0 Lines 
23-28]. 

Regarding claim 5 and 16, Wydra-IBM teaches that the service broker informs the client 
of the connection point address and the client then uses that address in communicating 
directly with the server [Wydra: Column 10 Lines 23-28]. 

Regarding claim 6 and 17, Wydra-IBM teaches that the connection point address is a 
port number [the network "connection and a handle (pointer to or address of the 
service)" of Wydra implicitly or inherently contains a port number]. 

Regarding claim 7 and 18, Wydra-IBM teaches that if a service is required more than 
once, the server providing the service will not be re-started, but instead the service 
broker uses cached address information [Wydra: Column 6 Line 4-6 (the address is 
implicitly "cached" by the listener)]. 

Regarding claim 10 and 21, Wydra-IBM teaches that the service broker enables multiple 
services installed on a single, second computing device to serve one or more external 
clients that are PCs or other computers [Wydra: Figure 2] connected by a local link such 
as cable, Infra-Red or short distance radio (such as Bluetooth) or by a remote link such 
as a network data connection [it is implicit that the computers are connected via a 
network data connection]. 
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Regarding claim 1 1 and 22, Wydra-IBM teaches that the service broker provides 
authentication information such that only authenticated external clients can access 
services [Wydra: Column 4 Lines 28-31]. 

7. Claims 3, 8, 14 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wydra-IBM as applied to claims 1 and 12 above in further view 
of Raj Srinivasan (RFC 1833: Binding Protocols for ONC RPC Version 2, 
hereinafter Srinivasan). 

Regarding claims 3 and 14, Wydra-IBM does not explicitly disclose that the service 
broker uses a single well-known port number address so that the client needs only this 
well known port number to send a message to the service broker. 

However, Srinivasan teaches that the service broker uses a single well-known 
port number address so that the client needs only this well known port number to send a 
message to the service broker [Srinivasan: "well-known because it uses a fixed 
transport selector", "port 1 1 1 over TCP and UDP", Page 2 Paragraphs 1 and 3] 

Wydra-IBM and Srinivasan are analogous art in the same field of endeavor as 
both deal with service provisioning systems. It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the well- 
known port number scheme of Srinivasan for communication with a service broker in 
the system of Wydra-IBM. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 



Application/Control Number: 10/559,782 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2451 

modify the system of Wydra-IBM with the well-known port number scheme of Srinivasan 
because in doing so, the system would allow for allowing for standards-compliant 
communication with service brokers. 

Regarding claims 8 and 19, Wydra-IBM does not explicitly disclose that when services 
register with the service broker, they register a version number to indicate the version of 
the service that they are providing. 

However, Srinivasan teaches that when services register with the service broker, 
they register a version number to 'indicate the version of the service that they are 
providing [Srinivasan: Page 13 Paragraph 4 (PMAPPROC_SET)]. 

Wydra-IBM and Srinivasan are analogous art in the same field of endeavor as 
both deal with service provisioning systems. It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the 
versioning scheme of Srinivasan for selecting a particular service version in the system 
of Wydra-IBM. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the 
system of Wydra-IBM with the versioning scheme of Srinivasan because in doing so, 
the system would allow for clients to request a particular version of a service that best 
fits the data under consideration or is most compatible with the software architecture 
being used. 



8. Claims 9 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the combination of Wydra-IBM and Srinivasan (hereinafter Wydra-IBM- 
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Srinivasan) as applied to claims 8 and 19 in further view of Paul Weschler (US 
6842903 B1, hereinafter Weschler). 

Regarding claims 9 and 20, Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan teaches that the client can request a 
specific version of a named service [Srinivasan: Page 13 Paragraph 6 
(PMAPPROCJ3ETPORT)]. 

Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan does not explicitly disclose that the highest version 
available of the named service is selected in a case where a version number is omitted 
by the client. 

However, Weschler teaches that the highest version available of the named 
service is selected in a case where a version number is omitted by the client [Weschler: 
Column 9 Lines 7-12]. 

Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan and Weschler are analogous art in the same field of 
endeavor as both deal with service systems. It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the default 
version scheme of Weschler for selecting a version even when one is not explicitly 
provided in the system of Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to modify the system of Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan with the default 
scheme of Weschler because in doing so, the system would allow for the services to 
function even when a particular version is not explicitly requested. 
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9. Claims 9 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan as applied to claims 8 and 19 in further view of 
Kenneth J. Bugbee (US 6289392 B1, hereinafter Bugbee). 

Regarding claims 9 and 20, Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan teaches that the client can request a 
specific version of a named service [Srinivasan: Page 13 Paragraph 6 
(PMAPPROC_GETPORT)]. 

Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan does not explicitly disclose that the highest version 
available of the named service is selected in a case where a version number is omitted 
by the client. 

However, Bugbee teaches that the highest version available of the named 
service is selected in a case where a version number is omitted by the client [Bugbee: 
Column 5 Lines 4-14]. 

Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan and Bugbee are analogous art in the same field of 
endeavor as both deal with service systems. It would have been obvious to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the default 
version scheme of Bugbee for selecting a version even when one is not explicitly 
provided in the system of Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to modify the system of Wydra-IBM-Srinivasan with the default 
scheme of Bugbee because in doing so, the system would allow for the services to 
function even when a particular version is not explicitly requested. 
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Conclusion 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to IMAD HUSSAIN whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
3628. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 0800 to 
1700. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Imad Hussain 
Examiner, Art Unit 2451 

/Hassan Phillips/ 
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